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ABSTRACT 
 
This study explores the unique difficulties nonprofit professionals may experience 
in creating and maintaining online presence. Both quantitative and qualitative methods in 
the form of an online survey and a focus group were used to gather data from nonprofit 
practitioners around Bowling Green, Kentucky. Findings revealed that nonprofits suffer 
from limited resources, like time, funding, personnel, and expertise, which impede their 
ability to take advantage of websites, social networking, and online grant research. In an 
attempt to address the needs identified by participants, research results were used to 
develop a series of training workshops facilitated by experienced professionals in the 
interest areas. Workshop topics included Web Design, Social Networking, and Grant 
Research. They were made available to nonprofit staff free of charge and provided hands-
on, applicable knowledge based on nonprofit challenges and needs.  
 
 
 
Keywords: Nonprofit Organizations, Internet, Social Networking, Website Design, Grant 
Research, Technology Training 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
INTRODUCTION AND RATIONALE 
 
The world is changing at a rapid pace due to technology growing in leaps and 
bounds. Within just the past couple of decades, technology has enabled one to shop, 
bank, pay bills, make charitable contributions, download music, watch movies, play 
games, and generally just surf the Web at the touch of a finger, not to mention email, 
Facebook, text, and tweet right from a handheld phone. These technology changes can be 
difficult to keep up with, unless they are paid regular attention; however, technology is a 
terrific asset and cannot be snubbed simply because it is not understood. Studies, like 
Kang and Norton (2004), showed the Internet offers a unique and beneficial tool for 
nonprofit organizations, but they are not using it effectively.  
From an organizational standpoint, neglecting technology can be detrimental and 
create a competitive disadvantage because others may capitalize on technology 
opportunities to reach their publics and potentially reap greater benefits. Technology has 
contributed to the development of remarkable marketing tools for organizations, and most 
of them stem from the Internet and the World Wide Web. For example, organizations can 
now have their own websites with a variety of purposes, they can connect with customers 
in a moment’s notice, and they can compete with companies around the world. 
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The nonprofit sector can greatly benefit from this boom in technology and 
openness of resources, but they can often be slow to change (Corder, 2001). Professionals 
in the nonprofit sector, like others, are incredibly busy and do not always have time to 
keep up with everything that may be beneficial to them. Also, their focus is so 
widespread that they cannot always read everything related to their occupation. 
Furthermore, they do not have the time or resources to use trial and error methods to find 
what works best. 
Despite these challenges, technology in the nonprofit sector is just as important as 
technology in the for-profit sector. The health of the nonprofit sector is integral to 
American society and the quality of life enjoyed by many in the United States. The 
nonprofit sector is a unique concept in America which works as a gap filler to other 
sectors, and it includes a variety of subsectors such as health services, education and 
research, social and legal services, religion, arts and culture, funding intermediaries, 
federated funders, foundations, and public charities and private foundations (Worth, 
2009). With the changes in the Internal Revenue Service policies, it is hard to currently 
gauge how many nonprofit organizations exist in the United States, but in the mid-1990s 
Salamon (1999) estimated there to be 1,600,000 and they employed almost 11 million 
paid staff. Since then, the numbers have increased dramatically, but they are hard to 
calculate (Worth, 2009). 
Given contemporary technology trends and the valuable role played by the 
nonprofit sector, it is clear that nonprofit organizations (NPOs) must integrate technology 
into their daily work to remain competitive and connected with those who support them.  
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Technology training sessions are one means in educating nonprofit practitioners on the 
ways in which the Internet and other tools may greatly benefit NPOs and the pursuit of 
their respective missions 
Despite a growing interest in the nonprofit sector, there is not an abundance of 
research on technology related topics (Zhang,	  Gutierrez, & Mathieson, 2010). Therefore, 
the purpose of this research project is to examine how Bowling Green, Kentucky 
nonprofit professionals are using the Internet and how their use can be improved. More 
specifically, this empirical study employs qualitative methods to explore the Internet 
usage and challenges among nonprofit professionals and then applies the findings to 
create educational training workshops to assist the nonprofit sector. In doing so, this 
study contributes to current nonprofit and technology literature and answers Zhang et 
al.’s (2010) call for more research in technology in nonprofit organizations. 
This chapter has outlined contemporary trends in technology and the importance 
of nonprofit organizations in America. Chapter 2 provides a review of relevant literature, 
specifically in the areas of primary Internet uses; nonprofits and technology including 
opportunities, benefits and challenges; and technology training. Chapter 3 describes the 
research methodology employed in the current study, including a description of mixed 
method data collection, procedures, and analysis. Next, Chapter 4 presents the research 
findings in rich detail including themes and subthemes supported by participant quotes. 
Finally, Chapter 5 offers a discussion of the findings, particularly in comparison to extant 
literature, emerging topics of interest. Additionally, Chapter 5 shares practical 
applications and the ways in which the findings were used as impetus for the creation of 
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three training workshops offered to area nonprofit professionals. It concludes with the 
acknowledgement of research limitations and suggests areas for future study. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
The United States first came in contact with the Internet around the 1970s, thanks 
to the U.S. Defense Department and their contraption called ARPANET, which was a 
communication network for organizations doing research related to the defense of the 
country (Anthes, 1994). This technology has grown dramatically in the last thirty years 
and has been adapted to many more uses outside of the Defense Department.  
Although Internet use has been around for over forty years, it is still a rapidly 
changing topic. With the fast-paced transformations in technology, the Internet and its 
impact are important areas of research. People are resorting to the Internet for more and 
more reasons, including online shopping, banking, research, and general communication. 
If people are spending so much time on the Internet, businesses and organizations need to 
start using it to their advantage as well. Organizations that can imagine the future and see 
the need for Internet use will be able to keep up with changes in the way people 
communicate. Consequently, researchers have conducted several studies on 
organizations’ use of the Internet, including nonprofit organizations and the need for 
training. 
Primary Internet Purposes  
Many organizations, for-profit and nonprofit, are turning to the World Wide Web 
to communicate with their respective stakeholders. Internet use is beneficial because it 
can help organizations reach a wider audience in a more cost effective way. For example, 
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organizations can distribute newsletters and other mailings through email without the cost 
of postage. More than a decade ago, Hill and White (2000) recognized “that the website 
had the ability to reach publics the organization normally does not reach… and so much 
cheaper” (p. 42). A stamp is not necessary to send an email and neither are paper, ink, 
and envelopes. Internet communication allows organizations to reach more people 
without the traditional costs that may have once been prohibitive.  
The ways in which businesses use the Internet are growing every day. Banks and 
credit card companies can save their customers time by using online banking. Movie 
theaters list all of their showings online. People may shop online before they enter a store 
to look at products. At the same time, retailers do not have to keep as much merchandise 
in their retail stores, because customers can order online directly from the warehouse. It is 
common for someone to “Google” a company to find information about them before they 
even call or try to find information another way. For many people, using the Internet is 
now a first source of information. Businesses are taking advantage of online opportunities 
and changing how they tackle public relations, as well as many of their daily business 
operations.  
Since the Internet has become so prevalent, there has been a greater need to study 
it and its impact. Kim and Weaver’s (2002) thematic meta-analysis reviewing 
publications about the Internet is an example of this research. They found seven areas 
which people are studying connected to the Internet. These topics include legal and 
policy issues in general; uses and perceptions of the Internet; economic, advertising and 
marketing issues; politics, democracy and development issues; cultural and social issues; 
effects of the Internet on individuals and organizations; and technical issues in general.  
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Two of Kim and Weaver’s (2002) findings most related to this study are the 
topics of “economic, advertising and marketing issues,” and “effects of the Internet on 
individuals and organizations” (pp. 519-520). The first category included several studies 
related to Internet advertising or marketing and e-commerce (e.g. Dreze & Zufryden, 
1998; Li & Bukovac, 1999); economic efficiency or online banking, and business issues 
(e.g. Chuang and Sirbu, 1999); and publication mostly with newspapers, and industry and 
market issues (e.g. Borwein & Smith, 1997). The second interesting area, the effects of 
Internet on individuals and organizations, appeared less frequently in Kim and Weaver’s 
meta-analysis. They only found studies dealing with the Internet’s impact on personal 
relations or organizations (e.g. Kent & Taylor, 1998; Parks, 1996); and the Internet’s 
impact on working environments (e.g. Walsh & Bayma, 1996). Kim and Weaver’s 
findings reflect several important areas of research but also point to many more 
opportunities for studying how organizations use the Internet, particularly for marketing, 
and how it can impact the organization. There is also a large need for more applied 
research to help organizations utilize the Internet to their advantage. 
Another area of study is how the Internet impacts relationships. This topic has 
been especially important in the public relations field. Jo and Kim’s (2003) study of U.S. 
Fortune 500 companies found that interactivity is among the characteristics most 
important for relationship building over the Internet. According to the authors, 
organizations achieve this interactivity on the Internet through multimedia (e.g., speech, 
music, text, graphics, and video), collecting email addresses for future communication, 
information request forms, blogs, chat rooms, and several other methods. Jo and Kim 
believe that public relations practitioners do not use the Internet to its potential. 
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Businesses and their public relations professionals must keep in mind the idea of 
relationship building and the ways in which they can interact with their constituents when 
considering how and when their organization uses the Internet. 
Nonprofit Organizations and the Internet 
 The for-profit sector has taken the lead in using the Internet for their benefit, but 
studies show the nonprofit sector is joining the movement to the World Wide Web. The 
question involves whether they are using it in the same ways as for-profit businesses and 
if they are using it as effectively as their for-profit counterparts. Another topic of interest 
is if an Internet presence is truly beneficial to the mission of a nonprofit organization, and 
what could potentially prohibit their progress. 
 Internet opportunities and benefits for nonprofits. Nonprofit organizations 
(NPOs) have numerous opportunities to use the Internet in beneficial ways. Just as the 
for-profit sector has used the Internet to build relationships with consumers (Jo & Kim, 
2003), nonprofit organizations can also build relationships with their specific publics, 
including donors and volunteers. More specifically, the Internet can do positive things for 
a nonprofit organization such as raising funds, communicating a mission, registering 
meeting attendance, and disclosing financial information (Arrigo, 2000). According to 
several studies, many nonprofits are using the Internet for social networking, websites, 
donations, press releases, public relations, information sharing, education, online stores, 
and many more (Kang & Norton, 2004; Hill & White, 2000; Saidel & Cour, 2003; 
Waters, Burnett, Lamm, & Lucas, 2009; Waters, 2007b).  
Waters (2007b) shows most nonprofit organizations that currently have websites 
are using them purely for informational purposes. It can be a large marketing tool as 
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NPOs try to inform the public about their organizations and services. Kang and Norton 
(2004) suggests that the Internet offers nonprofit organizations the “opportunity to 
interactively reach multiple publics without enormous financial burdens” (p. 279). 
Nonprofit websites generally contain mission statements, program descriptions, and 
sometimes a calendar of events. Additionally, Kang and Norton (2004) found that some 
NPOs are also including other kinds of information on their website, such as speeches 
from the organization’s president, press releases, community service information, update 
information, and an invitation for visitors to return.  
In addition to informational websites, there are other ways for nonprofits to use 
the Internet. According to Waters et al. (2009), Facebook began allowing organizations to 
have pages in April, 2006. Since then, there has been a large surge in social networking 
use for nonprofits. Waters and colleagues conducted a study of 275 NPO Facebook 
profiles to explore how they are using the pages. The study revealed that nonprofit 
organizations are using social media to interact with a variety of people including donors 
and volunteers, while also educating publics about their services and programs.  
Traditional organizational websites and social networking pages are both 
increasingly being used as fundraising avenues, giving donors the convenience of 
supporting their favorite charity with a click of a button. According to Austin (2001), e-
philanthropy is a way for organizations to find volunteers and funds.  Austin predicted 
that by the year 2010, donors would make one-third of all contributions through the 
Internet. In Austin’s view, even with the economic slump, e-philanthropy was here to 
stay and charities need to “become reconciled to it” (p. 73). Now, a decade later, Austin’s 
foresight appears to have been accurate. Although e-philanthropy may never fully replace 
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more traditional fundraising techniques, “E-philanthropy in the past ten years has 
impacted the nonprofit sector and the manner in which it conducts fundraising 
operations” (Waters, 2007a, p. 299). For example, e-philanthropy contributed greatly to 
the funds raised for victims of the 2004 Asian tsunami (Eberly, 2008). More recently, 
nonprofit organizations, such as the American Red Cross and numerous others, mobilized 
within hours of the 2011 Japanese tsunami to offer online giving opportunities to aid 
relief efforts.  
 For e-philanthropy and other Internet-based efforts to be successful, 
organizational websites must appeal to potential users. Kang and Norton (2004) found 
three content clusters that are important for nonprofit websites: ease of interface, 
usefulness of information, and relational communication. A nonprofit can encourage 
visitors to return by having an interface that is easy to navigate, and they can provide 
visitors with timely and adequate information about organizational programs, needs, and 
events.  The relational communication cluster allows nonprofits to reach their missions 
by creating relationships via the Internet. In short, by identifying website content clusters, 
Kang and Norton illustrate why nonprofits should use the internet and describe the kinds 
of content that will help nonprofits display their organizations and utilize the Internet 
most effectively. 
  It appears that some nonprofit professionals realize the benefits of having an 
online presence. Hill and White (2000) investigated the views of public relations 
practitioners, some of which practiced in the nonprofit sector, dealing with the Internet, 
and they found that many anticipated organizational value from using the Internet. 
Participants believed the Internet would help them demonstrate their competitiveness, 
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supplement their media relations, reach new audiences, build relationships, and allow 
employees to increase their personal value.  
In summary, Internet usage can benefit nonprofit organizations as a tool both for 
outreach to organizational stakeholders and for online fundraising.  A website can be a 
good way to get information to the public, and it is a strong means of communication and 
education for clients, volunteers, donors, employees, and many other publics. Websites 
can also be utilized for online charitable giving, that is, e philanthropy, allowing donors 
to make online contributions at their convenience. In addition, social networking, like 
Facebook, can help nonprofits build and maintain relationships with important 
organizational stakeholders. 
 Lack of Internet use among nonprofits. While there is a lot of information 
showing that nonprofit organizations are using the Internet, they still appear to be missing 
some opportunities. Some organizations are realizing that there is a rapid expansion in 
social networking and online activity, and they want to be at the forefront; however, they 
are not all taking advantage of online opportunities (Waters et al., 2009). Some research 
has credited this lag to budget constraints (Benedetto & Pine, 1989; Dukler, 1989), mild 
support from management (Berlinger & Te’eni, 1999; Herzlinger, 1977), and lack of 
training and support (Saidel & Cour, 2003; Schneider, 2003).  
  In Hill and White’s (2000) study, which included some nonprofits, public 
relations professionals also explained some of the reasons for not using the Internet. They 
call it the “juggling act.” They have to deal with other people in their organization who 
are still skeptical about the values, they cannot devote enough resources to evaluation and 
improvement, and they do not have the ability to keep it all up to date. Lee and 
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Bhattacharjee (2011) explained that many nonprofit organizations lack the capacity to use 
the optimum potential of the Web. They used the term organizational digital divide, and 
they described it as the differences between organizations that strategically use the Web 
to support their mission and those that cannot. Their chart displaying the difference 
between the sectors shows that the nonprofit sector is the only one that is technologically 
and economically disadvantaged. 
Some nonprofit organizations simply may not see the value of an online presence 
and the ways in which the Internet can be used to build relationships. In 2004, Kang and 
Norton concluded their study by suggesting that the nonprofit organizations in their 
sample were not using the Internet to its potential, particularly in their lack of relational 
communication functions. Similarly, Waters et al. (2009) found that nonprofit 
organizations are not effectively using Facebook’s interactivity to their benefit. Rather 
than seeing relational opportunities, some nonprofits fear the Internet may take the place 
of personal connections (Hill & White, 2000). To the contrary, Tredinnick (2006) 
claimed that social networking cites are “driven by user participation and user generated 
content” (as cited in Waters et al., 2009, p. 103). Rather than eroding relationships, 
networking sites connect people with others and organizations while enhancing 
communication. The two-way communication offered by Facebook and other social 
media sites is often a point of feedback for users who are interested in learning more 
about a nonprofit organization. Unfortunately, Waters et al. (2009) which studied 
nonprofit Facebook profiles found that “the organizations in the sample did not provide 
many methods for their supporters to become more involved in the organization” (p. 
105). 
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In other words, using the Web does not have to replace an organization’s more 
traditional communication means but can enhance the operation of other modes of 
communication and publicity (Hill & White, 2000). Therefore, NPOs could be making 
the Internet and social networking sites a more personal tool to foster better relationships 
with their supporters. In 2009, Waters and his colleagues urged nonprofit professionals to 
open their eyes to this view.  
For some nonprofit organizations, resource constraints prevent them from actively 
pursuing new technology opportunities.  Specifically, Internet and social networking sites 
may not be maintained because employees lack the necessary money, time, and 
motivation (Waters et al., 2009). NPOs have realized that the Internet may not be as 
expensive as other means, but it is not completely free. Although, according to Waters 
(2007b), an organization can host a quality website for less than $100 a year, other costs 
are associated with creating and maintaining an online presence. For example, when 
discussing e-philanthropy, Austin (2001) brings attention to the start-up costs and credits 
costs as being a large reason that commercial companies are dominating the Internet over 
nonprofit organizations. Many of the grants nonprofit organizations receive will not fund 
costs associated with starting or maintaining a website (Austin, 2001). There is also the 
cost of employees to maintain the websites or other means of using the Internet.   
In addition to the monetary resources that are needed, staff members must also 
have the time to devote to new technologies. Prioritizing and finding time to learn and 
maintain an online presence is where many organizations struggle. One participant in Hill 
and White’s (2000) study summed up this point:    
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 I really think that it’s [creating a website] so technical that I just as soon 
have somebody else do it. But, that is not going to happen at this 
organization. And at the same time, I think it would be good knowledge 
for me. I think it would help me grow professionally.  
This participant believed creating a web presence would be good for them to know, and 
he or she was interested but does not have other people or the knowledge to do it. 
Employees may be willing to learn but often feel they do not have the time to devote to 
the upkeep. Hill and White found that many departments “inherit” a website because the 
individuals who created it do not want to deal with it anymore.  The authors noted many 
instances where employees saw working with a website as a “’b’ list task” that is often 
pushed to the back burner because it does not have a deadline.  Another participant in the 
Hill and White study put it this way, “Obviously it goes to the bottom of the list most of 
the time because I have other programs where I have people at my door” (p. 38). 
Employees cited high priority tasks as those with deadlines. Therefore, the problem is not 
only with individuals refusing to give the Internet top priority, but overall, organizations 
do not see the necessity. 
   The lack of money, time, and motivation certainly contributes to nonprofit 
organizations missing valuable online opportunities.  Even when websites or social 
networking cites are created, they may not be kept in good condition and updated.  For 
example, Waters et al. (2009) found one-third of the organizations they monitored had 
not updated their online discussion boards within the past month. According to Merrill 
(2009), “Sites that do not keep their content up-to-date risk alienating users who might 
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get frustrated with outdated information,” (p. 19) and therefore may be worse than not 
having them at all.   
Nonprofit organizations may also have other concerns about their use of the 
Internet. Arrigo (2000) posed some of the questions organizations ask, or should ask, 
when dealing with the Internet. Although the Internet offers many positive opportunities 
(e.g., raising funds and communicating a mission), it can also harm issues such as NPOs 
tax exempt status (Arrigo, 2000). She explained that the website use must be consistent 
with the mission of the organization, and NPOs must be cautious when accepting money 
for advertising, lobbying, and several other factors. Web-based funding must all relate to 
an organization’s mission or it can become unrelated business revenue that can get them 
into trouble with the Internal Revenue Service. Since there are no guidelines for 
organizations on how to use the Internet, nonprofits have to learn through trial and error. 
The error is what they are scared of, and it usually does not seem worth the risk for them 
since they are working with something so delicate, like their nonprofit status. Arrigo 
suggested that there are more questions than answers in this arena so far, which is 
worrisome to most. She concludes that the Internet can be a very worthwhile tool, but 
NPOs must proceed with caution.  
The Need for Training 
Although there are several reasons why NPOs may be lagging behind in the 
adoption of the Internet, the uncertainty, discomfort, and lack of knowledge found among 
some staff members may be alleviated with training. Davis and Davis (1990) confirmed 
the importance of training, and others have proven that training influences and improves 
trainees use and perceptions of technology. For example, Torkzadeh and Van Dyke 
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(2002) found that training “significantly improved Internet self-efficacy” (p. 479). In 
contrast, some scholars admit that training is not always the most important factor in 
determining technology use or proficiency. Harrison and Rainer (1992) suggested that 
age and prior computer experience are also important variables. Even so, they also posit 
that training still shapes users’ acceptance of new technologies like the Internet.   
Several studies have explored how patients or teachers are trained using 
the Internet. Leaffer and Gonda (2000), for example, found that training could 
improve senior citizen patient’s health care because they could use the Internet to 
look up health related topics and share with their physicians and family.  
Research has clearly shown that training is beneficial for those who are 
faced with adopting and using new technologies, such as the Internet.  However, 
little is known about training in the nonprofit sector.  If given the opportunity, 
Internet training might relieve a lot of doubt and give nonprofit professionals the 
confidence to move forward in using the web. 
According to Waters et al. (2009), “College interns and volunteers are often in 
charge of managing nonprofits’ Facebook presence because they have knowledge of 
appropriate uses for the site and are often already personally invested into social 
networking” (pp. 105-106). Some generations have grown up with Facebook and newer 
technologies as part of their daily lives, but other people have not. Consequently, many 
people need to be given the chance to learn.  Training could be very beneficial in 
teaching nonprofit practitioners not only how to create an Internet presence, but also why 
to do it, so that they understand how to best use technology for their organization. 
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Summary 
In summary, technology, and the Internet specifically, offer many benefits 
for nonprofit organizations. However, in many cases, the Internet is virtually 
unused, or at best, is not used to its fullest potential.  Nonprofit organizations 
simply have not joined the masses in the technology revolution and may be 
missing valuable opportunities  to promote their mission and goals, to build 
relationships, and to raise funds, just to name a few.    
There are many reasons for this lack of attention to the World Wide Web. 
Much of the current research focuses on the lack of resources, including money, 
time, and expertise. Other reasons for their falling behind include skepticism 
about relational values of the Internet and an overall uncertainty about 
technology. For example, many nonprofits are overwhelmed because they do not 
have guidelines for using social media and they have to learn through active 
participation (Waters et al., 2009).  For these reasons, many nonprofits may not 
be jumping into Internet usage as strongly as one might expect.   
Given all of these uncertainties and demands for using the Internet, 
nonprofit organizations may need help to be competitive in their Internet usage. 
There is evidence that training has improved Internet proficiency for some 
groups like patients. It may be a beneficial tool to enhance Internet usage for 
nonprofit organizations as well.  
The interest in nonprofit professionals’ use of the Internet is growing, and 
research has begun to point out a few challenges nonprofits face when using technology. 
However, some questions, particularly specific to the nonprofit sector, have gone 
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unanswered, especially in smaller, local nonprofit organizations. Many of the studies 
currently conducted have focused on the top national 100 nonprofits (e.g., Kang & 
Norton, 2004) or the Philanthropy 400 list (e.g., Waters, 2007b). While making important 
contributions, many studies leave out the smaller nonprofit organizations that help 
communities on the local levels. This lack of research points to a need for a more 
localized case study to explore Internet use and challenges among NPOs in a moderate-
sized community. Therefore, this study seeks to fill that gap by exploring the following 
research questions: 
RQ 1: How are nonprofit professionals currently using the Internet in their  
organizations?	   
RQ 2: What challenges do nonprofit professionals experience regarding their  
 organizations’ use of the Internet? 
RQ 3: How do nonprofit professionals describe an ideal Internet training session? 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
 
In order to benefit local professionals in the nonprofit sector, it is best to conduct 
research from which the results can be applied and shared.  This research project was 
divided into two parts: (a) a traditional research component exploring the Internet usage 
and challenges, and (b) the application of the research findings to increase the project’s 
usefulness to nonprofit practitioners. 
The context of interest was the moderate-sized community of Bowling Green, 
Kentucky which is comprised primarily of smaller NPOs focused on the local area (as 
opposed to larger or national NPOs). A combination of both quantitative and qualitative 
methods was chosen in an effort to generate breadth and depth of results which could be 
developed into a unique, applied format to help nonprofit practitioners. According to 
Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004), “If findings are corroborated across different 
approaches then greater confidence can be held in the singular conclusion” (p. 19). 
Because no one methodology is perfect, the fundamental principle of mixed methods 
research suggests that “researchers should collect multiple data using different strategies, 
approaches, and methods in such a way that the resulting mixture or combination is likely 
to result in complementary strengths and nonoverlapping weaknesses” (Johnson &
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Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p.18). In short, a research study employing mixed methods will 
generate a “product [that] will be superior to monomethod studies” (Johnson & 
Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 18). 
 Participants 
 Participants were recruited from nonprofit professionals in the Bowling Green, 
Kentucky area. The Western Kentucky University ALIVE Center for Community 
Partnerships is a nucleus that has a mission to enrich higher education and public life by 
collaborating efforts on the local, regional, and global levels between Western Kentucky 
University students, faculty, and staff with their surroundings. The ALIVE Center 
provided two of their email lists for area nonprofit professionals which included 312 and 
322 email addresses. According to the ALIVE Center, about 80 of the addresses were on 
both lists, and organizations could have multiple contact listings. Each person was 
contacted via email and provided a description of the research project. They were asked 
to participate in an online survey and/or a focus group. Forty-six nonprofit professionals 
participated anonymously in the survey.   
Although nine nonprofit practitioners had agreed to participate in a focus group, 
three participants actually attended, and they have been given pseudonyms to protect 
their identity. Two participants, Jane and Lindsey, were coordinators from health and 
human services type nonprofit organizations. Both were responsible for a large portion of 
their organizations’ external communication and websites. Lindsey also had experience 
working with other larger nonprofits during her college career. The third participant, 
Lisa, was both an intern for a health and human services agency, as well as a 
representative from a nonprofit higher education program.  
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Data Collection Procedures 
Before any data were collected, the Institutional Review Board granted 
permission for the project in March 2010 (see Appendix A for approval form). Using the 
ALIVE Center’s database of area nonprofit professionals, potential participants were 
initially contacted via email in March 2010. A follow up email request was sent 
approximately 2 weeks later.  
Survey. Data were first collected with a survey made available using Survey 
Monkey, a free online survey tool. According to Keyton (2006), quantitative research 
methods like surveys are beneficial to a study because they add precision “and some 
would argue, greater objectivity” (p. 36). Furthermore, because they are similar to 
methods used in other areas of study, they will share language with other disciplines. 
Second, by quantifying the information, it can be analyzed more precisely, including 
isolating variables in abstract concepts. A third reason for quantitative methods, 
according to Keyton, is that it allows for comparison to a larger group of participants.  
For this study, local nonprofit professionals received the survey link in an email 
describing the research project and requesting their participation. By reading the 
introduction and starting the survey, they agreed to participate in the project. Participants 
were given two and a half weeks to submit their responses. 
The survey consisted of ten questions constructed in various formats, including 
Likert Scale responses ranging from “very effective” to “very ineffective,” as well as 
check-the-box options (see Appendix B for a complete list of questions). Questions began 
by inquiring about how each nonprofit professional used the Internet for their 
organization, including website, Bebo, Facebook, MySpace, Twitter, grant research, 
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email, and others. Participants also had the opportunity to indicate that they did not use 
the Internet. Questions then became more detailed, such as identifying the problems 
experienced when using organizations’ websites and how often websites were updated.  
The survey was designed so that each question had to be answered before continuing, so 
all survey responses were complete.  
 Focus group. Following the completion of the survey, a focus group was 
organized to ask follow up questions and discuss survey findings in more depth. Keyton 
(2006) cited benefits to using qualitative methods, like focus groups, including finding 
unseen phenomenon through careful observation. Qualitative methods can also provide 
information on people who will not or cannot talk for themselves, and they can offer in-
depth information unable to be gathered via quantitative methods.  
In this study, the focus group took place in the community room of the ALIVE 
Center, and participants were provided box lunches. Before the discussion began, 
participants each read and signed an informed consent document approved by the 
Institutional Review Board (see Appendix C for document). The discussion lasted 
approximately one hour and was video and audio recorded.  The researcher then 
transcribed the audio/video recording verbatim which yielded 35 double-spaced pages of 
text for analysis.  
Focus group questions were derived from the survey results and were facilitated 
by the researcher with support from the thesis adviser. Questions were intended to delve 
deeper into nonprofit technology issues and to gain details and examples that were 
lacking in the survey results (see Appendix D for a complete list of focus group 
questions). Some of the questions, such as inquiries about updating organizational 
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websites, were repeated from the survey in order to gain a better understanding of the 
participants’ use of the Internet. Most of the questions, however, expanded on the subject 
matter. For example, several questions referenced the survey but asked for more detail. 
One specific survey question inquired about  the reasons for using a website, such as 
informing the public of services, communicating with clients, attracting clients, and  
communicating with board members. Focus group participants were asked if they agreed 
with the survey results and then asked to elaborate on why they use the website in some 
ways more than others.  This question was designed to gain more depth than the ten-
question survey could provide.	  	  
 Post-training survey. Findings from the survey and focus group data were the 
basis for three training workshops organized by the researcher, facilitated by 
professionals with technology expertise, and offered at no charge to area nonprofit 
practitioners.  Following the workshops, an eight-question follow-up survey was sent via 
email to the 12 attendees to gauge the impact of the sessions. The Survey Monkey 
questionnaire asked questions such as, “After the workshops, did you go back to your 
nonprofit organization and talk to your coworkers about what you learned regarding 
social networking?” and “Since the workshops, have you presented anything to your 
board of directors regarding the topics discussed in the sessions?”. Five of the questions 
included a Likert Scale type response, while three questions were open ended (see 
Appendix E for a complete list of questions). The survey was completed by 7 of the 12 
participants that received the email. Some participants’ contact information had changed, 
so they did not receive the survey link.  	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Data Analysis 
Survey responses were compiled by Survey Monkey. Nominal level data were 
analyzed using descriptive statistics including frequencies and percentages. Open-ended 
questions generating qualitative responses were coded and analyzed using the process as 
described for the focus group data. 
Focus group responses were analyzed using a constant-comparative method 
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998) to conduct a thematic analysis. First, open coding was used to 
assign labels to meaningful concepts. Units of analysis included single words, phrases, 
sentences, or paragraphs that addressed the research questions of interest. A total of 225 
codes were recorded in a codebook organized in an Excel spreadsheet. Second, codes 
were reviewed for similarities and then grouped into larger categories. A chart was 
constructed in Microsoft Word to visually depict each category and the concepts within 
it. Third, the relationships among categories were examined for larger patterns or themes 
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998). A theme was defined using Owen’s (1984) criteria of 
recurrence, repetition, and/or forcefulness. The research adviser reviewed the analysis 
and confirmed the coding process and verified emerging themes. Finally, the data were 
revisited for participant quotes that best illustrated each theme.      
Role of the Researcher 
This research project was especially interesting to me because of my background 
growing up in 4-H and Youth Development and interning with them for two summers. I 
also minored in Nonprofit Administration (American Humanics) to pair with the 
Corporate and Organizational Communication major. This project combines the nonprofit 
and communication areas together and lets me explore the nonprofit sector beyond the 
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typical youth-focused nonprofits with which I have experience. I was not very familiar 
with other types of nonprofits before this project and needed to see things from other 
perspectives; therefore, many of the research questions remained broad in order to allow 
the nonprofit professionals to give the most interpretation possible.  
Following the research and analysis, I took the opportunity to make my results 
useful to those who could use them most—nonprofit practitioners. Based upon my past 
internships with nonprofit organizations, I saw the value in having face to face training 
and not having to take time to read research in a journal to gain the knowledge from a 
study. Therefore, I believed it was important to provide the nonprofit leaders a three-part 
series of educational workshops. The training sessions were not only a beneficial way to 
present the data, but also served as an open forum for questions from nonprofit staff.  
Based on all of my nonprofit experiences, I expected to find that nonprofits were 
struggling with Internet use and creating a uniform Internet presence. I thought nonprofits 
were struggling with technology because of a lack of resources in time, money, and 
knowledge. I also assumed some type of training would be beneficial to nonprofit 
professionals, and I thought an open forum to answer questions would work well. 
My expectations and experiences aided the research process in that I had a good 
understanding of nonprofit work and was able to construct more informed research 
questions, as well as survey and focus group questions. However, my previous 
experiences also invited potential biases, such as imposing my expectations on 
participants and looking for pre-conceived ideas in the data.    
To best represent participants’ voices, I took several measures to ensure I was 
reading the data accurately and limiting, as much as possible, the potential influences of 
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my own assumptions. First, I studied a geographic location in which I have not worked, 
so I was less familiar with the area, the nonprofit organizations, and professionals. I also 
employed mixed methods including qualitative focus groups and a quantitative survey in 
an attempt to triangulate the data and make better assertions. Jicks (1979) explains 
triangulation as “a vehicle for cross validation when two or more distinct methods are 
found to be congruent and yield comparable data” (p. 602). By using these mixed 
methods, the data can confirm itself during the study to help ensure it is being read 
accurately. Finally, I relied heavily on a second reader to review the transcripts and 
survey results to ensure my interpretations were coming from the data and not from my 
own experiences and expectations.  
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CHAPTER 4 
 
 FINDINGS 
 
The purpose of this study was to examine how nonprofit professionals are 
currently using the Internet in their organizations (RQ1), what difficulties and challenges 
they face using the Internet (RQ2), and how nonprofit professionals describe an ideal 
Internet training session (RQ3).  During data analysis, the codes were organized into 
three overarching themes: not as much as we should, it just becomes what is priority right 
now, and if it’ll make their life easier.  The first theme, not as much as we should, directly 
answered RQ1, while it just becomes what is priority right now addressed RQ2, and if 
it’ll make their life easier reflected RQ3. All themes are in vivo codes taken verbatim 
from the data and best represent the meanings and interpretations articulated by most 
participants. More detailed patterns became subthemes to give further insight into how 
each of the research questions was answered (See Figure 1). Supplying quotes to support 
the emergent themes, this chapter provides a detailed portrait of how nonprofit 
professionals used the Internet, the challenges they faced, and what would help them 
improve their Internet presence.  
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Using	  the	  Web	  
Wisely	  
RQ	  1:	  
How	  are	  nonprofit	  
professionals	  currently	  
using	  the	  Internet	  in	  their	  
organizaGons?	  
Theme	  1:	  
Not	  nearly	  as	  much	  as	  
we	  should	  
Maintaining	  websites	  
Discovering	  social	  
networking	  
Pondering	  grant	  
research	  
RQ	  2:	  
What	  challenges	  do	  
nonprofit	  professionals	  
experience	  regarding	  their	  
organizaion's	  use	  of	  the	  
Internet?	  
Theme	  2:	  
It	  just	  becomes	  what	  
is	  priority	  right	  now	  
Resource	  restricGons	  
The	  bar	  can	  be	  much	  
lower	  with	  nonprofits	  
RQ	  3:	  
How	  do	  nonprofit	  
professionals	  describe	  an	  
ideal	  Internet	  training	  
session?	  
Theme	  3:	  
If	  it'll	  make	  their	  life	  
easier	  
Simplify	  work	  
Out	  of	  the	  office	  
Encouraging	  
Applicable	  
	  
Figure	  1.	  Organization	  of	  Themes	  and	  Subthemes	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Not As Much As We Should 
 The not as much as we should theme emerged as participants answered questions 
related to their current use of the Internet for their nonprofit organization. When asked 
about usage, focus group participant Jane began the discussion by stating, “not as much 
as we should.” As the discussion progressed, three subthemes describing their Internet 
activities became apparent. Specifically, as nonprofit practitioners utilized the Internet, 
they were (a) maintaining websites, (b) discovering social networking, and (c) pondering 
grant research. Even so, participants still agreed that they were not taking full advantage 
of the many ways in which the Internet could benefit their organization. Survey 
participants also indicated some missed opportunities when using the Internet. For 
example, less than one third of the respondents indicated they use the website to 
communicate with volunteers.  
Maintaining websites.  According to the survey, one of the most common ways 
nonprofits used the Internet was to establish an online presence for their organization.  
More specifically, 80.4% of the professionals surveyed said their nonprofit organization 
had a website. During the focus group, Jane mentioned one reason nonprofits have the 
website presence they do. She explained, “I think a lot of non-profits have a website just 
because they think they’re supposed to.” However, just because they develop a website 
and post it on the World Wide Web does not mean they follow through with it.  It would 
not be uncommon to find nonprofit websites with outdated or incomplete information.	  	  	   
Focus group participants further showed their lack of use by describing the 
limited ways they used their organization’s webpage. For example, Jane commented, “I 
just stuck to, now I just have the schedule posted. That way, to try to help eliminate my 
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phone calls and all.” The survey data revealed a larger issue when asked what aspect of 
websites they struggle with the most. 74% said they struggle with keeping the site 
updated. About 42% of respondents updated their website once a month or less.  
Discovering social networking. Nonprofit organizations are increasingly using 
social networking, but, according to these participants, there seem to be many questions 
associated with the process. As the survey shows, they want to be using it more than they 
are now. Thirty-nine percent would like to see their organization using Facebook. Like 
their use of the Internet, focus group participants were quick to say they were not using 
social networking as much they should.  However, Lindsey did caution, “It is a piece of 
the puzzle. It’s just a part of it. You can’t depend on it totally, but you can use it some.”  
The discussion revealed that participants were tinkering with some aspects of 
social networking, trying to discover which pieces of social networking are 
organizationally appropriate or worth their time. For example, Jane described how she 
had used a social networking tool to promote one of the organization’s fundraisers, 
saying, “For our Chocolate Festival, I took my own Facebook account and made an 
event.” Lindsey added that she did similar things for the Red Cross. “We do have a fan 
page,” she explained, “and generally we’ll make updates when there’s events or just 
something specific to name.” Lindsey was the most confident with Facebook because she 
has had an account since college. Others, like Jane, just used it briefly. However, there 
was also a lot of confusion evident in their conversation regarding social networking. 
Lynn admitted, “I was a little leery of Facebook at first, so I’m very new at it.  I think I 
just got an account maybe a year or two ago.”  
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Facebook was by far the most preferred social networking tool for these nonprofit 
professionals. Though less than 50% of survey participants said their organization used 
some sort of social networking, 34.8% of the total surveyed used Facebook. This was 
considerably more than the next ranking social networking tool, Twitter, which was used 
by only 10.9% of survey participants. These results coincided with the focus group 
participants preferences; however, during the focus group there was more discussion 
about Twitter. Many of them believed that Twitter was not appropriate for their 
organization. Lindsey mentioned, “I don’t have time to use Twitter.” MySpace also 
seems to have fallen by the wayside, as less than 10% of the survey participants 
expressed any interest in their organizations having a profile. Jane supported this idea 
when she said, “MySpace is a low-rent Facebook.” 
The survey displayed that social networking is used less in all categories than a 
website. Less than 17% of organizations used social networking to attract new employees 
or board members, which is less than the same use of the website. Also, only 20% use 
social networking to communicate with current donors. Both the survey data and focus 
group responses cite several missed opportunities in their website and social networking 
use.  
Pondering grant research. Another horizon nonprofits are beginning to tackle is 
using the Internet for grant research. However, they furthered the theme not as much as 
we should by citing how they did not have the time to devote to the process. Lindsey 
conceded that, “I think there are a lot of grant opportunities; it just takes someone to do 
all the research.” Focus group participants emphasized this idea by agreeing with 
Lindsey’s comment “You say, ’we need to apply for grants,’ but it is so much work,” she 
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explained. Although they realized that new revenue sources may be out there, finding 
them was a challenge. Jane’s staff does not have time to devote to grant research, so they 
“have a volunteer who has applied for a couple [of grants].” This lack of time to engage 
in more grant research helps link to and support the next theme, it just becomes what is 
priority right now.    
In short, these comments reveal that nonprofit organizations in the Bowling 
Green, Kentucky area are struggling with their Internet usage in the areas of websites, 
social networks, and grant research. The nonprofit professionals expressed that they want 
to use the Internet, but, in their opinions, they are not using it adequately. Reasons for 
why their Internet usage was limited are revealed in the second theme  
It Just Becomes What is Priority Right Now 
The second research question asked what challenges nonprofits encounter when 
using the Internet. It just becomes what is priority right now theme focuses on the 
obstacles nonprofit professionals face in dealing with the Internet. Lindsey summed it up 
well when she explained, “I also see the room for improvement for sure, because we are 
aware that [the Internet] is there, and we know the different things that could be done, but 
in my case I am dabbling at so many different things all at one time with the job that, that 
honestly, it just becomes what is priority right now.” As participants elaborated on their 
many priorities, it became clearer as to why the Internet falls to the bottom of their list, in 
part because of (a) resource restrictions and (b) the bar can be much lower with 
nonprofits. 
Resource restrictions. The survey data revealed that nonprofits struggle with 
Internet usage. Specifically, 61% of participants cited website creation and upkeep as 
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their biggest struggle. The focus group questions helped tease out how and why they 
struggle. The most recurring challenge was the lack of resources necessary to have a 
strong Internet presence. More specifically, focus group participants cited resources such 
as time, staff, knowledge, and money.  
Participants most often attributed their Internet deficiencies to a lack of time. 
Nearly one third of all survey participants credited a lack of time as the reason they 
struggle with the Internet. The focus group participants mentioned that they just had too 
much on their agendas already, and they had to prioritize what received their time and 
attention. A common feeling among participants was that nonprofit professionals had to 
wear so many hats during their day that they simply did not have the chance to add 
another one very easily. Lindsey joined the discussion on hats when she exclaimed, “Yes, 
the hats! Or who I am this thirty-minute period, and so that is my biggest issue. There is 
just so much going on, so you could attribute that to lack of staff or lack of funding or 
whatever.”  
The comments of Lindsey and others illustrated the many different tasks nonprofit 
leaders must handle, and they did not always have a lot of time to dedicate to them. A 
lack of time to accomplish everything that needs to be done suggests that an organization 
may need more people.  Therefore, it was not surprising that the resources of time and 
staff often went hand in hand during the focus group discussion.  
A lack of staff was a large challenge faced by all three participants. When asked 
what they needed to use the Internet better, Lindsey explained her situation this way: 
 Staff is my first [answer], yes that would be amazing. But the 
facility we have, we don’t need more people because we are 
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already so crowded. That intern is in my office with me. That 
goes to tell you how more people would be great, but all of our 
computers are currently being occupied. Chairs are filled. We 
would like a staff person, but if they could come with a new 
place, that would be awesome. 
Although space was not necessarily an issue for all participants, they all needed more 
people, and specifically people with Internet skills. 
A lack of Internet knowledge was a problem for both nonprofit professionals and 
the beneficiaries of the nonprofits. On one hand, nonprofit staff may not have the 
technological proficiencies to create, use, or maintain Internet tools.  Jane explained this 
part of the problem saying, “I think that a lot of nonprofits, and I am from a bigger 
nonprofit, and I think a lot of smaller ones just lack the technology skills to have 
someone in house do it.” The survey data supported this idea, because more than 40% of 
participants said they struggle with a lack of expertise about the subject matter. On the 
other hand, organizations using the Internet sometimes found that their clients or 
beneficiaries lacked the knowledge to utilize online processes successfully. For example, 
Lindsey explained the problems experienced by the American Red Cross when having 
people register for first aid courses through the website. She noted, “It was too difficult. It 
wasn’t user friendly,” and they ultimately had to go back to the “traditional” method of 
calling the office. Lynn expressed similar concerns about asking nonprofit constituents to 
use the Internet when she insisted, “People just don’t want to read so if [using the 
Internet] is complicated, they won’t do it.”  
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Clearly, limited resources of time, staff, and knowledge link together in a 
multitude of ways, each impacting the other. The common thread among them appears to 
be a lack of money. It ultimately takes money to hire and train new staff members who 
can dedicate their time to the organization’s technology efforts. Unfortunately, Jane was 
not convinced that nonprofit organizations see the importance in dedicating financial 
resources to technology improvements. “I think they don’t necessarily see that as good 
use of their money,” she said.  
 In summarizing the resource restrictions faced by many nonprofit organizations, 
Lindsey may have put it best when she shared, “We know what things are out there, but if 
we don’t have the money or the time to do it, you might as well put a big brick wall in 
front of us because we know we can’t get around it.”  
Between the number of hats they wear and the brick walls created by the lack of 
time and money, it is evident that resource restrictions causes the Internet to be less of an 
organizational priority. Jane also linked resource restrictions to a sort of ‘can’t do 
mentality’ that may contribute to the lack of attention given to the NPO’s use of 
technology.   
The bar can be much lower with nonprofits. Another subtheme that emerged in 
response to the challenges nonprofits face in Internet use (RQ2), is the notion that the bar 
can be much lower with nonprofits. The in vivo code reflects the expectations of some 
nonprofit practitioners and the ways in which that line of thinking hinders an NPO’s 
ability to progress. There is almost a ‘can’t-do’ mentality that is fueled by the previously 
mentioned resource restrictions. Based on focus group responses, many nonprofits are 
stuck in a pattern of not being able to do things because they do not have the funds, time, 
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or knowledge, so they do not complete tasks to their fullest potential. Jane spoke frankly 
on this issue as she outlined the problem: 
It might just be a part of an image problem. I’ve been to 
seminars and was the only person who was dressed like an adult. I 
understand that you work with certain clientele; there’s no sense in 
wearing a suit. I get that. But I think it goes to a bigger 
problem…I’ve been very critical of some non-profits because they 
spend so much time saying, “we’re a non-profit and why can’t you 
just donate to us.” You’re a non-profit, but you’re a business. You 
need to make enough money to keep the lights on and pay the 
nurses. Yes, you’re a non-profit, but you don’t have to act that way.  
According to these focus group participants, some nonprofit organizations have 
settled into a less-than-professional image that often plagues NPOs, and they are not 
trying to improve upon it. Lindsey suggested that many nonprofits are just “stuck in their 
ways.” Jane, however, expressed more frustration when she said that some people in 
nonprofits think they are “not supposed to be successful.” She further explained, “I spend 
a lot of my time around non-profits, and they even have badly copied handouts.”  
Other participants concurred, but Lindsey offered a potential explanation: 
“I feel like a lot of people fall into [nonprofits].” With little or no formal nonprofit 
training, staff members may stumble into a nonprofit career with low expectations 
for what the NPO can accomplish.  
 Lindsey summed it up it best when she said, “The bar can be much lower 
with nonprofits.” Consequently, the expectations for utilizing new technologies 
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such as the Internet may also be low, and many nonprofit organizations simply get 
used to not being on the cutting edge. 
  From these comments, it is clear that nonprofits face a variety of 
problems and challenges when trying to create an Internet presence. Due to their 
resource restrictions, they must prioritize their tasks. As Lindsey said, “it just 
becomes what is priority right now.” Issues and tasks lower on the priority list 
receive less attention, so they are not necessarily completed to high standards. In 
order to make something a priority, one must see it as a benefit, perhaps 
something to make their work and life a bit easier, which is depicted in the third 
theme.   
If It’ll Make Their Life Easier 
 The third research question explored how nonprofit professionals describe an 
ideal Internet training session which could help them overcome some of the obstacles. 
According to the survey, 63% of the participants had never been to an Internet training; 
however, of the ones who had, 98% found them helpful, suggesting that training can be a 
good investment of time and resources. In the focus group, all of the participants had 
attended Internet-related training sessions. They suggested that nonprofit professionals 
would be motivated by technology training if it’ll make their life easier. Specifically, 
Lindsey used this phrase when she described NPO staff seeing the value in technology 
and training as “the meat of everything. If [the technology] is going to make [work] that 
much better, if it’ll make their life easier, they’ll do it.” In the remainder of the 
conversation, focus group participants described four aspects of training that would make 
it useful and beneficial, and ultimately “life easier” for nonprofit professionals.  That is, 
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trainings should (a) simplify work, and be (b) out of the office, (c) encouraging, and (d) 
applicable.   
Simplify work. The first subtheme focused on the end-goal of simplifying the 
work of nonprofit staff. Jane explained, “You’re going to have to convince them that their 
life will be easier if they take the time to come to your training.” In other words, a 
training session would have to show exactly how the technologies are worthwhile.  
The participants had noted on a few occasions that they just did not understand 
how to do different Internet related tasks. For example, when referencing making an 
organization’s Facebook profile, Lindsey admitted, “I don’t understand how that works 
through my own account,” and insisted that the best kind of training would just “simplify 
it.”  In other words, participants wanted to be sure that any technology training would 
result in their work being simplified in some way. 
 Out of the office. The second subtheme suggested the location for a training 
session. Out of the office expresses the professionals’ need to get time away from their 
office and phone to think about and work through technology related topics. Lindsey 
explained the benefit of going off-site when she said, “I get to think outside of the box 
without the phone ringing.” She articulated a need to eliminate the distractions found in 
her everyday work setting as she continued, “It sounds silly, but really all I need to be 
able to get thoughts flowing is just to be away.” Finally, she summed up the issue well by 
noting, “You’re applying your own position or organization to whatever [training leaders] 
are saying without having to deal with distractions.” Additionally, Lynn admitted that, “a 
lot of people might come because it’s time away from work.” In other words, an off-site 
training location may be necessary to help nonprofit staff focus, but it may also be a 
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motivation for attendees to get a break from their day-to-day work and focus on learning 
something new.  
 Encouraging. The third subtheme characterizing participants’ ideal training was 
encouraging. Jane explained how she was encouraged at a training she had previously 
attended. “At the first one I ever went to,” she explained, “…[the trainer] said something 
to the effect of, ‘if you’re overwhelmed by social media, that’s ok.’ I’m not the only 
one.” Jane was relieved and encouraged knowing that others had similar problems, as she 
emphasized, “That is the best part about participating in a workshop, I think, is that you 
are not the only one with that issue.”  
 Jane was not the only one who explained the encouragement that comes from not 
feeling alone. Lindsey explained that it was beneficial to be in a room with other 
nonprofit professionals.  Furthermore, in the good training sessions Lindsey had seen, the 
instructors were encouraging too, because “They know the struggle just like we do.” 
Generally, the nonprofit professionals want to feel supported by individuals who are 
experiencing similar technology problems and particularly those who have overcome the 
challenges. 
 Applicable. The final subtheme to arise when discussing training possibilities 
was applicable. The professionals wanted something they could immediately take back to 
their organizations and put into action. This issue first surfaced in an open ended survey 
answer dealing with what kind of trainings the professionals would like to see. An 
anonymous participant responded, “How to create and update a website. Actual training 
that we could walk away and DO it.” Another survey respondent echoed this idea when 
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he/she typed, “There is a lot of information regarding what you should do, but no HOW-
TO's.”  
 Several of the open responses to the question about what kind of training topics 
they would like to see began with “how to…” They need step-by-step instructions on 
creating an Internet presence. During the focus group, there were some ideas about how 
to actually accomplish this task. One idea, brought to the table by Jane, was an activity 
she had done at a previous training, “The thing that was cool about that [training],” she 
explained, “was everybody brought laptops.” She went further and recounted how they 
actually worked during the session while the instructor was there. She later explained 
why applicable training was so important, saying “I’ve been to things where they give 
you the information, but then you have to go back and deal with the day-to-day stuff at 
your job.” New ideas quickly fall by the wayside when the phone starts ringing and 
attendees get back to work, unless they can see an immediate application of what they 
have learned.  
 Overall, participants viewed training as a worthwhile effort, but they simply need 
the right context to get the most out of it. Specifically, the if it’ll make their life easier 
theme revealed that nonprofit professionals want training on creating an effective Internet 
presence, but they need good ‘how to’ information provided in an out-of-the office 
setting in an encouraging and applicable format to simplify their work. In other words, if 
it’ll make their life easier, they will learn to use the technology. 
Summary  
After reviewing the survey and focus group data, three themes emerged: not 
nearly as much as we should, it just becomes what is priority right now, and if it’ll make 
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their life easier.  These themes are in vivo codes from focus group participant responses, 
and each is further described by subthemes. Not nearly as much as we should depicts how 
the nonprofit professionals are currently using the Internet in their organizations. They 
are maintaining websites, discovering social networking, and pondering grant research. 
The second theme addresses the challenges faced by nonprofits in using the Internet. 
These can be summed up in it just becomes what is priority right now and the two major 
sub-themes included are resource restrictions and the bar can be much lower with 
nonprofits. The third theme, if it’ll make their life easier, suggests the types of training 
that could improve nonprofit professionals’ use of the Internet. Participants reported that 
training should simplify work, take place out of the office, be encouraging, and be 
applicable. In short, the findings first gauge the current use of the Internet, then inquire as 
to why nonprofit organizations are not using it more, and finally address how NPOs can 
be assisted.  
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CHAPTER 5 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
 
As people are using the Internet more prevalently, businesses are joining the 
movement, and according to the literature, nonprofits are using the Internet technologies 
too. With technology being more accessible and a common way for people to 
communicate and find information, these groups need to use new technology effectively 
to set themselves up for success in their sector. Consequently, researchers are 
increasingly investigating the use of technology in the nonprofit sector.  
 Extant literature illuminates the ways in which nonprofits are using technology, 
the challenges they face, and the potential benefits of training. Although current studies 
make many important contributions, some areas of research have gone underexplored.  
The current research is in need of some updating, particularly with depth that comes from 
including nonprofit practitioners in the discussion, especially those from smaller 
nonprofit organizations. Therefore, this study aims to fill that gap by taking a closer look 
at local nonprofit organizations’ use of technology, their challenges, and their training 
needs. Consequently, this study offers a current snapshot of technology, particularly 
Internet, issues within nonprofit organizations in a moderate-sized community. 
Theoretical and Practical Implications 
 Research findings suggest that in many ways, Bowling Green, Kentucky nonprofit 
professionals do not differ much from other nonprofit professionals across the country. 
However, these participants also extend the technology discussion in new and different 
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ways.  As a result, this study contributes to extant theory, as well as offers practical 
implications for nonprofit practitioners.  
Nonprofit Internet usage. Current literature addressing nonprofit organizations’ 
use of the Internet shows that nonprofit organizations are adopting Internet technologies, 
though perhaps at a slower rate than their for-profit counterparts. For example, 
researchers show these organizations are using the Internet for a variety of reasons 
including building relationships (Jo & Kim, 2003), raising funds, sharing a mission 
(Arrigo, 2000), social networking, press releases, websites, donations, education, and 
more (Kang & Norton, 2004; Hill & White, 2000; Saidel & Cour, 2003; Waters, Burnett, 
Lamm, & Lucas, 2009; Waters, 2007b). Waters (2007b) shows they are mainly using 
websites for informational purposes.  These participants confirmed previous findings as 
they, too, used the Internet primarily for relaying organizational information though 
websites and, to a much lesser degree, social networking sites. 
Though nonprofit organizations are making all of these initiatives, there is still a 
feeling of inadequacy. Waters et al. (2009) cites nonprofits are not taking full advantage 
of online opportunities. Nonprofit professionals refer to the situation as a juggling act in 
Hill and White (2000), while Kang and Norton (2004) declare the nonprofit organizations 
in their sample were not using the Internet to its potential. Similarly, this study also 
showed that nonprofit organizations believe they are not using the Internet as much as 
they should.  
While these findings reflect common Internet uses of websites and social 
networking, this study also adds a new dimension to the usage conversation. Specifically, 
this research shows that contemporary NPOs are also trying to use the Internet for its 
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resources in the form of grant research. Like other Internet tools, however, the 
participants admitted that online grant research is not yet well used in their organizations.  
There are several reasons that account for this emerging new interest area. 
Unarguably, the recent economic downturn has left many nonprofits with fewer 
resources. Individual contributions, for example, which make up 75% of all charitable 
donations, fell nearly 4% in 2009. Meanwhile, government grants are also decreasing, 
which according to, is a “new paradigm for nonprofits” that have typically viewed 
government funding as stable (Giving USA, 2010). As a result, nonprofit organizations 
need to find new funding resources and may be motivated, now more than ever, to look 
for private foundation grants.  
Despite the declining economy, there is an increased community need for the 
services of nonprofit organizations (Lee & Bhattacherjee, 2011). Local economies are 
strained with more nonprofit mouths to be fed and fewer sources to fulfill them. Smaller 
nonprofit organizations, in a particular way, may have to reach beyond their local 
communities to find the necessary resources, and grant-making entities are a potential 
new funding source. 
Finally, the reality for individuals and organizations alike is that many more 
aspects of life are being automated by the Internet. Databases are constantly growing, and 
the Internet is constantly filled with new information. Consequently, more and more 
grants are being posted online and foundations are increasingly requiring electronic 
applications for funding.  
Nonetheless, nonprofits are still slow to change and may be missing a lot of 
opportunities when it comes to usage and benefits of the Internet. Their technology 
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acceptance has put them behind, and they are falling at the end of the technology 
acceptance bell curve (Zhang et al., 2010). Rogers (1995) developed a bell curve 
describing the adoption of new technologies. Innovators are the first to accept new 
technologies, and 2.5% of the population falls in this category. The next 13.5% are the 
early adopters. The majority of the population falls in the middle of the curve with the 
early majority and late majority, each comprising 34% of the population. The final tail of 
the curve contains the laggards, 16%. Most of the training session participants seemed to 
fall in the laggard category with a few in the late majority. This aligns well to the idea 
that nonprofit organizations are not using the Internet as much as they feel they should.  
Based on this and previous research, it appears most nonprofits are falling into the 
late majority and laggard categories. Whether their slow adoption of technology was due 
to limited resources or mentality, participants all agreed they were not using the Internet 
as much as they should. Ultimately, when nonprofit organizations lag behind in 
technology acceptance, it creates missed opportunities. The nonprofit professionals in 
both this study and previous literature all agree that they are not using Internet resources 
as much as they should even though they were able to identify the critical areas that 
would help their organizations.  
NPOs’ slow adoption of technology is especially significant because of the new 
millennial generation and how they interact with people, organizations, and businesses. 
Gorman, Nelson, and Glassman (2004) indicated in their study that the unique qualities 
of the millennial generation are derived from the large amounts of technology to which 
they have been exposed. This generation is made up of people born since the early 1980s.  
Some of the competencies of this generation found by Howe and Strauss (2000), Tapscott 
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(1998), and Zemke, Raines, and Filipczak (2000) included the ability to work 
collaboratively and gather and share information readily. These abilities stem from their 
competency with technology, like the Internet. Furthermore, Thielfoldt and Scheef (2004) 
explains that unlike previous generations, millennials are technologically literate on a 
new level because they have always had things like computers, the Internet, and cell 
phones. Consequently, they will likely expect organizations to use the most current 
technology, despite nonprofit challenges of time, money, staff, and knowledge.   
Having an Internet presence is no longer a perk or nicety for an organization; it is 
a necessity. Organizations must cater to this new generation and the way they 
communicate because they are future nonprofit supporters and volunteers. Soon they will 
take even bigger roles in these organizations as employees, board members, and donors. 
This is a generation with which organizations cannot afford to miss connecting.  
Nonprofit Internet challenges. The first research question shows that Bowling 
Green nonprofits are not much different from others in their attempted Internet use. 
Likewise, the second research question suggests they are similar to others in many of the 
challenges they face. Both this and previous studies have shown nonprofit organizations 
struggle with a lack of resources in the form of money, time, and motivation (Waters et 
al., 2009). In addition to the lack of time, there is also a lack of expertise on the subject 
(Hill & White, 2000). After examining the data from this study, it seems as though 
matters have not changed for nonprofit professionals since these earlier studies. Many of 
the challenges these nonprofit professionals experience reflect what extant literature has 
explained. Strained resources have plagued the nonprofit sector for decades and will 
likely continue given “decreased government funding, increased demand for programs 
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and services, decline in civic participation, and increased public demand for greater 
oversight and accountability” (Lee & Bhattacherjee, 2011, p. 103).   
Even though this study aligns well with the current research on the challenges 
nonprofit professionals face when creating an Internet presence, it also exposed another 
difficulty that was not previously mentioned in the literature. This new challenge is the 
mentality people have about nonprofit organizations, including how the employees feel 
about their own organization. It is almost as if the sectors are a hierarchy with the private 
sector being the elitist, government being the middle class, and the nonprofit sector being 
seen as second-class citizens. Although participants did not necessarily support this way 
of thinking, they all seemed to have co-workers or know other nonprofit practitioners 
who simply accepted organizational deficiencies without question or efforts to improve. 
This mentality has implications for the internal and external images of the 
nonprofit organization. Lower expectations of image, quality, and technology lend to the 
vicious cycle that keeps themselves and others thinking that NPOs should not successful.  
Therefore, they settle for less than the best, even accepting badly copied handouts as the 
norm. This is a problem because if others do not see NPOs as worthy of their donations, 
organizational support may decline. However, nonprofit staff must first change how they 
think about themselves before others will view them more positively. Training that could 
enable nonprofit professionals to improve their online communication and image might 
help change perceptions of their organizations. Additionally, bringing individuals into the 
sector with education and experience directly related to the nonprofit sector might also 
raise expectations because they are more familiar with the direct needs related to a 
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nonprofit organization and can help handle the situations based on their more focused 
training.   
Overall, this research question displays a sort of schizoid quality toward feelings 
about nonprofit organizations. Outsiders want NPOs to look as polished and professional 
as organizations in other sectors, but they want them to do it without money, because 
they feel it should all go to the beneficiaries of the nonprofit programs and services. This 
is a hard task to accomplish, especially when employees do not identify well with the 
organization.  
Internally, this ‘can’t-do’ mentality may impact how employees feel about and 
identify with their organizations. Mael and Ashforth (1992) defined organizational 
identification as employees feeling a sense of oneness with an organization and feeling a 
part of the successes and failures of the whole. Organizational prestige or image 
contributes to employees’ identification (Mael & Ashforth,  1992), and  organizational 
identification influences employees’ job satisfaction and thus their intent to stay with the 
organization (Scott et al., 1999; Van Dick et al., 2004).Therefore, the lower bar mentality 
is not simply an external communication, but it is also a negative internal message to 
employees—one that may impede their identification with the nonprofit and ultimately 
influence  their drive to perform well and their length of employment.  
 Technology training for nonprofit organizations. The current literature shows 
that since nonprofit professionals are struggling with creating an Internet presence, 
training may be beneficial. Training has the potential to alleviate uncertainty, discomfort, 
and a lack of knowledge among trainees. Researchers have confirmed that training is 
important (Davis & Davis, 1990), and some have proven that training can help trainees 
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better use technology (Torkzadeh & Van Dyke, 2002). This study confirms that nonprofit 
professionals would find training on the Internet related topics helpful, but it also adds to 
the current literature by explaining considerations to have while designing a training 
session. 
The focus group and survey make it very apparent that nonprofit professionals are 
overwhelmed with the technology changes and their implications; therefore, the emphasis 
of any technology training has to be on the value it can create. Trainers must answer the 
question “Why?” for the nonprofit professionals. This question often takes precedent over 
the “How?” and is what will bring participants to the workshop. That is, the how-to 
information is obviously necessary to implement new technology, but nonprofit staff 
must first be convinced of why it is important to do so. As the last theme revealed, 
professionals have to prioritize their tasks, often due to resource limitations, and that 
prioritization has consequences for items listed lower on the list. In order for technology 
to move higher on the priority lists, professionals need to see that it is worth their time 
and money. This is a challenge because many of these Internet technologies do not 
generate an immediate benefit. Relationship building, for example, is a long term process 
and thus a long term, continual investment (Kang & Norton, 2004).  
Unfortunately, the lack of resources for nonprofit organizations is not changing, 
so they must be convinced to reallocate current funds toward increasing their Internet 
presence. Hackler and Saxton (2007) show that a strategic plan is essential to help make 
organizations IT savvy.  
 In many cases, nonprofit employees may not have the power to give higher 
priority to Internet technology; rather, the reallocation of time and money is a decision 
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often made by an organization’s board of directors. Nonprofit boards of directors are 
responsible for providing financial advice, seeking financial resources, and strategic 
planning that would include the use of funds for programs and services (Axelrod, 1994). 
 Often times, technology concerns are overshadowed by other issues, so they 
receive less precedence (Hackler & Saxton, 2007).These are the long run decisions that 
come from the boards. Boards are often responsible for budgeting decisions such as 
training and staffing. Budgeting is crucial for the implementation of successful training to 
lead to a successful IT program (Hackler & Saxton, 2007).  
 Board members often act with a very business-like mentality, because they are 
frequently business people from the local community. Zhang et al. (2010) breaks down 
the differences in technology research between for-profit and nonprofit organizations. 
One of its differences falls in the “economics of IS” category which shows for-profit 
businesses consider the cost and return on investments dealing with information systems 
(IS) and analyze the cost and benefits of their technology investments. On the other hand, 
nonprofit organizations take into account the resources they must reallocate from their 
services (p. 6). Because of the difference in the sectors, the executive director must 
appeal to the business sense of board members to get the technology level to a beneficial 
point. They must make a case for more time and resources to be allocated to Internet 
technology, because the staff does not have the control over these long term decisions. 
Therefore, in their attempts to persuade board members to invest in technology, the 
executive director must stress the importance of being patient and must emphasize the 
long term rewards.  
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 The Elaboration Likelihood Model may be useful when constructing messages for 
nonprofit board members. It suggests that attitudes are changed through two routes: the 
central route and the peripheral route (Griffin, 1994). Griffin (1994) pointed out,  “People 
using the central route scrutinize the ideas, try to figure out if they have true merit, and 
mull over their implications,” whereas the peripheral route is less cognitive and involves 
less “active thinking” (p. 239).  In this case, the central route seems to better reflect a for-
profit mindset and thus more likely to persuade board members of the need for improved 
technology. Consequently, NPO directors must make a rational, business-like case for 
allocating resources to technology and training, as well as prove a return on the 
investments necessary to create a more effective Internet presence.   
Practical Applications  
 Given the findings of this study, the researcher organized three training 
workshops to help nonprofit professionals better utilize the Internet. The research data 
provided the impetus for the content and logistics of the workshops.	  
First, training topics were determined by findings related to RQ 1 exploring how 
nonprofit professionals are currently using the Internet and where they would like to see 
improvement. Participants identified three relevant Internet topics, and each became the 
focus of a training session: social networking, website design, and grant research. The 
training workshops were led by three different community members who have expertise 
in each of the topics covered (see Appendix F for biographies). 
The nonprofit challenges discovered when investigating RQ 2 were kept in mind 
as the workshops were planned. First, to cater to limited monetary resources, the training 
was offered free of charge to area nonprofit professionals. All of the instructors 
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volunteered at no charge for this project, which totaled to more than $600 in savings, and 
the training facility was free as well. Additionally, the researcher sought and secured 
university grant funding from the WKU Honors College and Student Government 
Association to pay for other expenses, such as the purchase of refreshments, technology 
resource books given as door prizes, USB drive cases given as gifts to attendees, and 
instructor appreciation gifts. 
Second, in light of nonprofit staff time restraints, the workshops were held during   
the work day. Focus group participants had also suggested timing trainings around meal 
times. In an effort to accommodate the most people, workshop times were staggered. The 
first was in the morning and offered breakfast; the second provided a catered lunch; and 
the third took place in the early afternoon with light refreshments. 
The findings from RQ3 exploring nonprofit practitioners’ perceptions of what was 
beneficial in a training session were also considered. First, to accommodate their need to 
get out of the office, all three sessions were held at the Western Kentucky University 
ALIVE Center near the WKU campus. The off-site facility is conveniently located and 
offered ample parking. Second, to ensure sessions were applicable to nonprofit work, 
each trainer was briefed about the NPO context, and all had past or present experience as 
nonprofit employees, board members, and consultants.  Additionally, the researcher 
sought and supplied computers so the instructors were able to offer hands-on training and 
give participants immediate practice in applying what they learned. The instructors also 
had a computer with a projector and screen to display visual aids, examples, and Internet 
resources. Finally, because of the instructors’ own nonprofit experiences and appreciation 
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of nonprofit work, they were very encouraging, and each workshop allotted time for 
participant questions and discussion among attendees.  
 Participants were recruited by email to the same Listserv used to recruit survey 
and focus group participants, and each person received an informational flyer and 
registration form (see Appendix G for documents). The workshops were limited to fifteen 
participants each to ensure quality, personal attention from the instructors. The three 
workshops had a total of 22 participants. Several nonprofit organizations in the Bowling 
Green, Kentucky community were represented, including Girl Scouts of South Central 
Kentucky, Public Theater of Kentucky, Blessings Unleashed, WKU, and The Historic 
Railpark and Train Museum. Some organizations sent representatives to multiple 
workshops. Because each training session focused on a different topic, some attendees 
found it beneficial to attend more than one.  
 Tim Earnhart, CEO of Werkshop Marketing in Bowling Green, Kentucky led the 
first workshop dedicated to social networking on Tuesday, October 26, 2010. Before the 
workshop, Mr. Earnhart requested the researcher compile and distribute a survey gauging 
the current social networking uses of the participants (see Appendix H for workshop 
survey questions). All preregistered participants took the survey. He used this 
information to better address the needs of the nonprofit professionals based on their usage 
levels. During the session Mr. Earnhart provided a substantial packet of resources 
addressing the puzzle pieces that make up an organization’s social networking presence. 
These included the tools and how to use them, different approaches, testing for 
preparedness with a SWOT analysis, ways to measure success, and cautionary tips (see 
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Appendix I for the packet). He also related the workshop to current issues by presenting 
an article he had just received about social networking (see Appendix J for article).  
 Sean Ward, the Assistant Director of Marketing and Communication for the 
WKU Alumni Association, volunteered to lead the second workshop. On Thursday, 
November 4, 2010, Mr. Ward provided an outline for the website design workshop (see 
Appendix K for outline). This session guided participants through a free online resource 
that allows them to create a page in a computer language they can understand, because it 
is based on visuals. He gave them the resource then allowed them to work on their own 
while he answered questions from the participants. He was assisted by Emily Trabue, 
who works for the WKU Alumni Association with marketing and graphic design. By 
having multiple instructors, they were able to give more personalized attention and 
answer more questions from participants.    
 Paula Wolf covered grant research on Thursday, November 11, 2010. She 
provided a folder of supplemental materials to each participant (see Appendix L for 
materials) with instructional guides and resource lists. For the session, she walked the 
nonprofit professionals through the materials in the folder and showed them how to 
navigate the web pages using the computer and projector in the meeting room. 
Participants were given constant opportunity to ask questions, and they made good use of 
it. She covered everything from program development to important terminology to grant 
writing basics to local and national resources.  
Concluding each session, participants were asked to fill out anonymous 
evaluation surveys to decipher the effectiveness of the workshops (see Appendix M for 
evaluation). The evaluation inquired about the most and least effective parts of the 
55	  
	  
training along with rating the overall helpfulness of the session on a Likert scale. All 
participants participated in the evaluation process. Based on their inquiries and 
participation during the sessions, as well as their responses to the training evaluations, 
attendees seemed to be actively engaged and very appreciative for the sessions. On a few 
occasions, after attending one workshop, they would inquire if there was space remaining 
in the next workshop for them to attend. 
 To better determine the effectiveness of the sessions, a post-workshop survey was 
conducted in January, as previously mentioned in the methodology chapter. The survey 
was sent three months after the final workshop to investigate how nonprofit professionals 
were using the information provided (see Appendix E for survey questions). According to 
the survey data, the social networking and grant research sessions had the most impact. 
Of the people who responded, they all have discussed the training topics with their co-
workers at least once. Over half of them had made suggestions to their boards regarding 
what they learned. One anonymous participant commented, “This was a great opportunity 
for us to learn more about the non-profit world and the availability of services.” Overall, 
the grant workshop had the most positive comments on the survey. They said the 
workshops made applying for grants less daunting and gave them more confidence. In 
addition to the links to local grants, other training aspects cited as most helpful were the 
social networking status creation and that the training sessions were so encouraging.  
Since the workshops, participants had started making more Facebook posts, 
written grant applications based on suggestions, and presented information to their 
organizations’ presidents. In short, many of the participants were currently working on 
projects based on the knowledge they gained from the Internet trainings. 
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Limitations 
The limitations for this study are typical of geographic case studies dealing with 
rapidly changing situations. First, because this research is based on a case study, the 
findings cannot be generalized to all nonprofit professionals. However, it does offer the 
perceptions of nonprofit practitioners who are an important voice in the discussion of 
nonprofit technology. Second, this study is limited to a specific geographic location in a 
moderate sized community which may influence the size and resources of the nonprofits 
found there. Small nonprofits with limited resources may be more of the norm in this 
moderate sized community than in other areas. A third research limitation is the low 
response rate to the survey and focus group invitation. The chances for more accurate 
data would be higher with a larger number of participants. Finally, this study is only able 
to serve as a snapshot of the current use and challenges of nonprofit technology. Because 
technology is so rapidly changing, especially the current uses of the Internet and social 
networking, opportunities, perceptions, and challenges are likely to change quickly as 
well.     
Future Research 
Since this study discovered several new aspects to nonprofit organizations’ use of 
the Internet, there are multiple chances to expand on this research. Each research question 
pointed to new nonprofit technology issues that can still be investigated, such as other 
locations, age of users, employee satisfaction, and board member perceptions.  
 First, other geographic locations should be similarly studied to see how they 
compare with the Bowling Green, Kentucky community. Looking at RQ 1, which deals 
with how nonprofit professionals are using the Internet, researchers could compare 
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various communities and different sized nonprofit organizations, as well as the age 
distribution of nonprofit professionals to explore what factors may relate to the Internet 
tools used and benefits gained. RQ 2, examining the challenges nonprofit professionals 
face, suggests the question of how employees manage and are influenced by the resource 
restrictions nonprofit organizations experience. For example, what effects do resource 
restrictions have on employee identification, tenure, and job satisfaction?  
Since RQ 3 exploring training issues points to the broader idea of board member 
perceptions, researchers could investigate and gauge board members’ attitudes toward 
nonprofit organizations’ use of technology, as well as the inclusion of technology 
improvements in strategic plans and the decision making process of allocating resources. 
These issues will impact how nonprofit organizations will continue to use Internet 
technologies, and it is such a rapidly changing subject that it needs ongoing attention. 
Conclusion 
By using mixed quantitative and qualitative methods, this study found that 
Bowling Green, Kentucky nonprofit professionals face many of the same challenges 
expressed by nonprofit professionals across America while creating an Internet presence 
for their organization. In addition to the social networking and website tools most often 
discussed in extant literature, these participants also revealed an interest in online grant 
research. These professionals are much like others in the fact they face resource 
restrictions of time, money, and expertise. However, they also explained that these 
restrictions create a lowered bar mentality. Finally, the professionals expressed their 
needs in training to help them improve their ability to better utilize Internet opportunities 
that will benefit their organizations. Although participants found training to be helpful, 
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they also outlined specific parameters of their ideal training sessions, including their 
needs for training to simplify their work, as well as be out of the office, encouraging, and 
applicable in order for technology to become a top priority.  
Chapter 1 showed the rationale for conducting the study and that researchers are 
calling for this information. Chapter 2 examined the current literature on related topics 
and posed three research questions dealing with the current use, challenges, and training 
needs of nonprofit professionals using the Internet. Chapter 3 explained the methodology 
used to collect and analyze the data. The mixed methods included surveys and a focus 
group. The findings, organized by themes and subthemes, are revealed in Chapter 4. 
Specifically, according to these participants, nonprofits do not use the Internet as much as 
they think they should, they have to worry about what is priority right now, and they need 
to see that training will make their life easier.  
Finally, Chapter 5 offered interpretations of the findings and the ways in which 
they were formed by theories such as the diffusion of innovation, organizational 
identification, and the elaboration likelihood model. The discussion also considered 
characteristics of the millennial generation and the role of boards of directors in a 
nonprofit organization’s strategic planning. Chapter 5 takes the research a step further by 
explaining how it was applied and shared with nonprofit professionals in the Bowling 
Green, Kentucky area. The chapter concludes with research limitations and suggestions 
for future research.  
 In conclusion, Internet technologies are increasingly important topics in American 
for-profit and nonprofit organizations alike. This study shows that it is important to 
explore the uses and challenges of technology so that organizations and their employees 
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can take advantage of the many benefits it has to offer and can be competitive in 
America’s ever changing technological society. 
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Survey	  Questions	  
First of all, thank you for your time and help with this project. Please contact Lesley 
Greenwell (Lesley.greenwell516@wku.edu) if you have any questions. 
Please review the below statement for consent. 
By completing and returning this survey, you have given your consent to have your 
anonymous answers be used as data for Lesley Greenwell’s Honors CE/T project. 
Therefore, informed consent will be assumed by the researcher given the participant’s 
completion and submission of the survey.  
1. How does your nonprofit organization use the Internet? (check all that apply) 
a. Bebo 
b. Organization Website 
c. Facebook Page 
d. Linked In 
e. Twitter 
f. MySpace 
g. Grant Research 
h. Email 
i. We do not use the Internet 
j. Other (please specify) 
2. On the following scale, please rate your organization’s effectiveness 
a. How effective is your organization at using technology? 
i. Very ineffective 
ii. Somewhat ineffective 
iii. Neither effective nor ineffective 
iv. Somewhat effective 
v. Very effective 
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3. If your organization uses the following, why do they do so? (Check all that apply)  
 Social Networking Website 
Communicate with 
Clients or Beneficiaries 
  
Communicate with your 
employees 
  
Communicate with your 
current donors 
  
Communicate with 
volunteers 
  
Communicate with board 
members 
  
Attract new clients or 
beneficiaries 
  
Attract new employees   
Attract new donors   
Attract new volunteers   
Attract new board 
members 
  
Inform the public or your 
services 
  
Inform the media of your 
services and events 
  
Inform your employees   
We do not use it   
Other (please specify)   
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4. What problems do you or your organization face with using your website? (Please 
check all that apply) 
a. We do not use a website 
b. Like of time to attend to 
c. Keeping it updated 
d. Formatting/ Creation 
e. Lack of information to post 
f. Lack of expertise 
g. Difficulty attracting visitors 
h. Other (please specify) 
5. If you use it, what problems do you or your organization experience with social 
networking sites? 
a. Filtering through so much data to get usable information 
b. Understanding the standardized format of the site 
c. Utilizing all of its potential 
d. We do not use social networking 
e. Other (please specify) 
6. If you use one, how often is your organization’s web page updated? 
a. Weekly 
b. Monthly 
c. Every three months 
d. Twice a year 
e. We do not use a website 
f. Other (please specify) 
7. Have you attended trainings about using the Internet for your organization? Were 
they helpful? 
a. Yes, I have attended them, and yes they were helpful 
b. Yes, I have attended them, and they were somewhat helpful 
c. Yes, I have attended them, and there were not helpful 
d. No, I have not attended them 
8. What area of technology do you struggle with the most? 
a. Social Networking 
b. Website creation and upkeep 
c. Grant/Resource research 
d. Other (please specify) 
9. What kinds of technology related topics would you like to see offered in a training 
workshop? 
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10. What internet based technology would you like to see your organization using that 
it is not currently using? (Please check all that apply) 
a. Facebook 
b. Twitter 
c. MySpace 
d. Bebo 
e. Linked In 
f. Website 
g. Email 
h. I think we use the Internet adequately 
i. Grant Research 
j. Other (please specify) 
Thank you for your participation. Please look for information to follow about focus 
groups and finally for instructional workshops in November of 2010 that your 
information is helping develop.  
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APPENDIX D: 
FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS 
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Using	  the	  Web	  Wisely:	  Focus	  Group	  Questions	  
Websites:	  
1. How does your nonprofit organization currently use the internet?  
2. Why do you use certain internet aspects over others (ie website over social 
networking)? 
3. What problems do you or your organization face with using your website 
4. What does your organization use to create its website? 
5. How is your website created and maintained? (e.g., internal or outsourced) 
6. Regarding updating the website, there were many responses of “as needed’ what 
does that generally mean? 
7. On the Survey, there was a question regarding reasons for using a website, why 
do you use it for informing the public of your services, communicating with 
clients, and attracting clients over some of the other options? (try for elaboration) 
8. Publicizing the website seems to be a problem. Could you elaborate on why this 
is? Why do you think there is a difficulty in attracting new visitors? 
 
Social	  Networking:	  
1. What problems do you or your organization face with using your social 
networking?	  
2. What social networking do you prefer (ie. facebook, twitter) 
3. What social networking do you think is the easiest to use? 
4. What social networking site confuses you the most? 
5. To what level do you currently use social networking through personal or 
professional purposes? 
6. On the Survey, there was a question regarding reasons for using social 
networking. Why do you use it for informing the public of your services, 
communicating with clients, attracting and communicating with volunteers, and 
informing the media over other options? (try for elaboration) 
7. What do you see as the potential for social networking and your organization? 
8. Why do you not use the immediacy features of social networking? 
9. What is your boss or board’s view and openness towards new technology such as 
social networking? 
Grant	  Research:	  
1. What types of search engines/ data bases do you currently use for this research? 
2. Why do you like or not like these? 
3. What do you still need to know about grant research through the internet? 
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General	  
1. Do you feel that your organization uses technology effectively? 
2. How could you use it better? 
3. What technology would you like to see your organization using that is not already 
being utilized? 
4. Have you attended trainings about using the internet for your organization? Why 
or Why not? If so, to what extent were they helpful? 
5. What would you say sets apart your needs concerning the internet as a nonprofit 
compared to a for-profit or other entity? 
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POST TRAINING SURVEY QUESTIONS 
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First, thank you all very much for participating in the Using the Web Wisely workshops.  
 
I would really appreciate it if you could please take a few minutes to fill out this survey 
regarding the effects of the workshops. Please try to fill it out by January 15th. 
 
If you have further comments or questions, please contact me at 
lesley.greenwell516@topper.wku.edu. 
 
Thank you for your time. I hope you are all off to a great new year! 
 
1. After the workshops, did you go back to your nonprofit organization and talk to 
your coworkers about what you learned regarding social networking? 
a. Yes-on many occasions 
b. Yes- a few times 
c. Yes- one time 
d. No 
e. I did not attend the social networking workshop 
f. Comments: 
2. After the workshops, did you go back to your nonprofit organization and talk to 
your coworkers about what you learned regarding website design? 
a. Yes-on many occasions 
b. Yes- a few times 
c. Yes- one time 
d. No 
e. I did not attend the website design workshop 
f. Comments: 
3. After the workshops, did you go back to your nonprofit organization and talk to 
your coworkers about what you learned regarding grant research? 
a. Yes-on many occasions 
b. Yes- a few times 
c. Yes- one time 
d. No 
e. I did not attend the grant research workshop 
f. Comments: 
4. Since the workshops, have you presented anything to your board of directors 
regarding the topics discussed in the sessions? 
a. Yes, and we are working on implementing one or more new ideas I 
learned from the workshop(s) 
b. Yes, but they did not want to follow through at this time 
c. No 
d. Comments:  
5. What idea or information did you find to be most beneficial from the workshops? 
6. How have these trainings changed how you act, think, or do things in your 
nonprofit organization? 
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7. Can you give an example of what you have done, discussed, or have intentions to 
do based on what you experienced from the workshops? 
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Tim Earnhart 
• He was born in Switzerland, moved to Oregon at 7, and then arrived in his current 
home of Bowling Green at 19. His marketing career took root with Wendy’s 
Restaurants, until he purchased and rejuvenated Liberty, a full-service printing 
company that now uses eco-friendly inks, papers and processes. In 2005, Tim 
founded Earnhart + Friends — a marketing firm that started off strong and never 
looked back, making top-notch creative programs for a wide range of clients. He’s 
been in charge of successful campaigns for collegiate athletics, convenience retail 
and major financial institutions, and his knack for interior design makes life at 
Werkshop as comfy as it is fulfilling. 
• Organizations: 
o Junior Achievement of South Central Kentucky, current board member / 
past president 
o Bowling Green Area Chamber of Commerce, former board member 
o Hilltopper Athletic Foundation, former board member / past president 
o Bowling Green/Warren County Community Foundation, former board 
member 
o Capitol Arts Alliance, former board member 
o Downtown Redevelopment Authority, former board member 
o Lupus Foundation of America, Nashville Chapter, former board member 
o Western Kentucky University, Advertising + PR Professional Advisory 
Council, current member 
o Leadership Bowling Green, Class of 1998 
o American Advertising Federation, Nashville Chapter, member 
o Downtown Merchants & Professionals Association, member 
o Professional Marketing Association, member 
o Lost River Church, member / deacon 
• Awards: 
•2004 Small Business Person of the Year, Bowling Green Area Chamber of 
Commerce 
• Education: 
•Bachelor’s in Advertising/Marketing from Western Kentucky University 
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Sean Ward   
• Graduated from Western Kentucky University in 1990 with a major in 
Advertising. 
• Senior designer at Camping World, Inc.  
o Responsible for the production of over 1,700 catalog pages per year for 
over 3.5 million customers.  Sean was responsible for the some of the first 
uses of inline segmentation by segmenting separate wrap versions for 
different customer segments.  
• Worked as the Affinity marketing manager  
o Responsible for the President’s Club program with a membership of over 
700,000. 
• 1993 founded Digital Design Advertising.  
o For over sixteen years, Ward and his staff implemented direct channel 
creative solutions for clients such as Integra Bank, Fruit of the Loom, 
Camping World, The National Corvette Museum, The New York City 
Marathon, and Western Kentucky University. 
• Co-founded Experience Media Corp.  
o He and his partner David Noyes journeyed into the publishing world with 
Experience Outdoors®. A state syndicated outdoor recreational travel and 
tourism publication. With wonderful support from the state of Kentucky, 
Experience Outdoors® become a monumental success and garnered 
national awards from the North American Travel Journalists Association 
“Best Domestic Magazine” in both 2003 & 2004.  An unnamed adventure 
travel company acquired Experience Media Corp. in 2005. 
• Completing his Master’s degree in Communication in 2009,  
• 2009 joined WKU Alumni Association as assistant director of marketing and 
communications.  
o At WKU, Sean is responsible for magazine and print production, Affinity 
relationships, all alumni branding efforts including membership 
acquisition and retention. 
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Paula Wolf 
• Graduated with a Bachelors degree in biology from Western Kentucky University 
• Obtained a Master’s degree in marine biology from University of North Carolina-
Charlotte 
• 1994 Began Parent Teacher Association work 
o Has worked with nonprofit organizations since 
• President of local PTA units 
o Including 15th District (all of Jefferson County, Kentucky) 
• State PTA Board 
• Chair for Kentucky Alliance for Arts Education 
• Works in Youth Service Office of a Jefferson County Middle School 
• Runs 15th district PTA clothing assistance program volunteer 
o Between July 2010 and November 2010 they clothed over 6,000 children 
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This survey is designed to help us build a workshop that will really help nonprofit 
professionals. Please fill out this two minute survey to tell us a little about where you are 
in social media.  
 
Please contact lesley.greenwell516@wku.edu with any questions.  
 
Your social media use: 
1. How do you currently use any social media? 
a. Professionally 
b. Personally 
c. Both Professionally and Personally 
2. What social media do you currently use professionally? (select all that apply) 
a. Facebook 
b. YouTube 
c. Twitter 
d. MySpace 
e. Bebo 
f. Linked In 
g. None 
3. What social media tools do you use personally? (check all that apply) 
a. Facebook 
b. YouTube 
c. Twitter 
d. MySpace 
e. Bebo 
f. Linked In 
g. None  
4. How long have you had a social media site personally? 
a. Less than one year 
b. 1 year 
c. 2 years 
d. 3 years 
e. 4 years 
f. 5 years or more 
g. I do not use it 
5. How long have you had a social media site professionally? 
a. Less than one year 
b. 1 year 
c. 2 years 
d. 3 years 
e. 4 years 
f. 5 years or more 
g. I do not use it 
 
6. What features do you like and use the most professionally on social media? 
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7. What social media features do you struggle with the most? 
8. Is there anything else we should know about your social media use before 
attended the workshops? Or are there certain topics you would like to ensure we 
cover? 
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APPENDIX J: 
SOCIAL NETWORKING ARTICLE 
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APPENDIX K: 
WEBSITE DESIGN OUTLINE 
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APPENDIX L:  
GRANT RESEARCH MATERIALS 
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APPENDIX M:  
POST WORKSHOP EVALUATION 
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Using the Web Wisely Workshops 
Evaluation Post Survey: 
1. Please rate how helpful  this workshop was for you:  
1 (not helpful) 2 (a few good ideas) 3 (somewhat helpful) 4(helpful)   5(very helpful) 
 
2. What was the most helpful portion of this workshop? 
 
 
3. What was the least helpful piece of this workshop? 
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APPENDIX N: 
WORKSHOP AUDIO RECORDINGS 
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Please see enclosed DVD 
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APPENDIX O: 
WORKSHOP VIDEO RECORDINGS 
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Please see enclosed DVD 
 
